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BRIEF AND CONTROVERSIAL 
[We are delighted to receive the two brief, unsolicited essays we 
print on this page and trust that they will inspire responses and 
new offerings on other topics.] 
SHIRLEY TEMPLE: FEMINIST HEROINE? 
I have fallen in love at first sight, and, as might be expected, I 
want to share my happiness with the world. The object of my 
affections is a curly-headed, dimpled charmer who has captured 
my heart on the basis of only a few minutes here and there on 
the Saturday afternoon rerun movies . Maybe others love that 
adorable little Shirley Temple of the 1930's because she is ir-
resistibly cute, but my adoration is based on her indomitable 
spirit, her courage, and her unwillingness to play the role of 
docile, passive, spectator female child. 
Having been born a bit too late to see and appreciate Shirley 
Temple the first time around, I had never thought of her as a 
feminist heroine. But now that I see some of the movies that 
made her a famous child star, I realize that the roles could not 
have been of the "See Jane Watch Dick Run" variety . Her role 
is always a dominant one, often one in which she-at the age of 
5 or 6-solves a problem or rescues an adult. Shirley Temple re-
runs may, in fact, be the ideal antidote to the sex-role stereo-
typing our children are spoon-fed in school. 
In The Little Colonel (1935) the tiny moppet thwarts the villains 
and brings her feuding father and grandfather together again. 
When the bad men trap her invalid father, little Shirley sets out 
on her own through the mysterious woods, overcoming her 
natural fears, to get her grandfather's help. And when he at 
first refuses, she puts him in his place in no uncertain terms. 
Being a child of great intelligence, she also arranges to have the 
cook go for the sheriff while she goes for the grandfather. 
In Curly Top ( 1935) , little Shirley is instrumental in bringing 
together her big sister and .their foster "father." But I admire 
her not so much for her knowledge of psychology as for her 
delightful response at the end of the film when her future 
brother-in-law gives her a string of pearls as a present. "Gee," 
she says. "They're nice. But I'd rather have roller skates." 
The message was so beautifully clear it's a wonder that the 
toy companies have missed it all these years! 
As the Saturday afternoon reruns have progressed chrono-
logically .through the movies, Shirley has grown in wisdom 
and stature, but, I am happy to say, she has not yet settled 
into submissiveness. In Susannah of the Mounties ( 1939). she 
is the sweetheart of the Royal Canadian redcoats, as well she 
should be. For who else could have arranged for the Mounties 
and the Indians to smoke the peace pipe except our heroine 
Shirley Temple-Golden Hawk? 
I think that feminist scholars in sociology or film may well 
want to examine carefully the old Shirley Temple, and not 
only with respect to her usefulness as a role model for a later 
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generation of children. Why was Hollywood so ready to give 
a little girl those beautiful roles? Was it part of the thirties 
atmosphere, when actresses as a whole had better opportunities 
than in later periods? Was it because of the child actress herself? 
Would a careful examination of all of her films also show a 
positive treatment of minorities as well as females? While I 
await the scholarly answers, I shall at least be happy to know 
that on Saturday afternoons, as long as the reruns last, my 
children can escape from the sexist tripe of the Flintstones 
and I Dream of Jeannie! 
Phyllis Zatlin Boring, Rutgers University 
NEW (AND STILL SEXIST) SCHOLARSHIP 
"Many distinguished women in the academic profession are far 
more exacting than a top sergeant at his most overpowering ... 
women in authority are all too often relentless to others in their 
profession, yet savagely intolerant of criticism of their own per-
formance by anyone else." They are, in fact, neurotic shrews 
like Shakespeare's Katharina, and should take to heart the im-
provement produced in her by her taming. Another neurotic 
shrew, Shakespeare's Cleopatra (not only a mistress and mother 
but one of the most sexually fascinating women of all time). 
"carries an affectation of virility ... to a sustained rejection of 
her biological role" (italics mine). 
Fifty years ago, such pronouncements that able, forceful women 
are unfeminine and odiously egotistical might have been expected. 
But actually these appeared in 1971, in Hugh Richmond's 
Shakespeare's Sexual Comedy: A Mirror for Lovers (Bobbs-
Merrill, 1971). Nor is this author an isolated crank; as a professor 
at Berkeley, he holds a position of prestige and influence. It is 
dispiriting to note how impervious establishment academic criti-
cism remains to new feminist awareness. Scholarship, supposedly 
object ive, continues to reveal unblushing oldsty le antifeminism, 
thoughtless acceptance of sexist assumptions, and obliviousness 
to women 's point of view when it obviously should be taken into 
account, as in the presentation of male-female relationships in 
literature. 
(continued on page 12) 
BRIEF AND CONTROVERSIAL (continued) 
The result of assuming that the male viewpoint is the only view-
point, with its usual consequence of readiness to judge women, 
appears clearly in Thomas McFarland's Shakespeare's Pastoral 
Comedy (University of North Carolina, 1972). Instead of ex-
plaining Leontes' sudden jealous fury in The Winter's Tale as 
dramatic convention (the only way it can be explained), 
McFarland feels the need to find a psychological justification, 
and has no trouble finding what he seeks. While an "industrious 
and mechanical scholar, sitting comfortably in his study," might 
explain Leontes' unmotivated behavior in terms of dramatic con-
vention, the truly experienced male knows that "the probabilities 
in such situations all too often support the fact of guilt ." 
McFarland supports this astonishing assertion with a newspaper 
article which estimated that 60 percent of American husbands 
and 40 percent of American wives are unfaithful. That these 
statistics are hardly authoritative, that in any case they point to 
more male than female infidelity, that the moral implications of 
adultery are not what they were in Shakespeare's time, that 
Hermione is obviously chaste whatever the statistics on other 
women may be, do not disturb McFarland. He also justifies 
Othello's murder of Desdemona on the grounds that, although 
his suspicions of Desdemona's infidelity were unfounded, "they 
derive power from the high probability of a young wife's be-
trayal." McFarland seems to find it difficult to distinguish 
between one woman and another. 
Such overt misogyny is unusual, although it apparently remains 
acceptable in some academic circles. More. often, disparagement 
of women appears in the form of comments so mild, indirect, and 
unemphatic that they reinforce sexist stereotypes imperceptibly. 
Thus the appeal of Evelina may be explained on the basis that 
"Like most women, 18th century women liked to dream" 
(Michael Adelstein, Fanny Burney, Twayne, 1968) . A critic of 
Joseph Andrews tells us that Lady Booby shows "feminine ir-
rationality," but he does not characterize Parson Trulliber's 
similar irrationality as masculine (Homer Goldberg, The Art of 
"Joseph Andrews," University of Chicago, 1969). The biog-
raphers of Samuel Richardson make a point of defending him 
against the charge of living "surrounded by gushing females" 
(T. C. Duncan Eaves and Ben D. Kimpel, Samuel Richardson, 
Clarendon, 1971). A book on women novelists describes two of 
the subjects as "literary spinsters," besides constantly referring 
to them by their first names. The author glibly characterizes 
the Regency as a period of "female domination" but not of 
"a feminine spirit" as if the meanings of these terms were self-
evident, when in fact they are clear only in terms of sexist 
stereotypes (Vineta Colby, Yesterday's Woman, Princeton, 1974). 
What is disturbing here is the extent to which sexism remains 
embedded in scholarly works and unchallenged by the academic 
establishment. Books which are rational and objective in tone, 
which profess to be appreciations of Shakespeare or discussions 
of little known novelists, convey the old assumptions that 
women are irrational or that normal self-assertion is unfeminine. 
And the people who write these books are teaching their attitudes 
to the new generation. 
Katherine M. Rogers, City University of New York 
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"The best collection of essays on 
the subject I have seen!" 
Harold Taylor 
Within its first month of publication, Women 
on Campus has been widely hailed by feminist 
academics and women's studies directors as the 
best general text around. From Kate Millett to 
Elizabeth Janeway, this brilliant 256-page col-
lection of essays by twenty-one distinguished 
writers provides an ideal resource and class-
room text for women's and social studies, 
courses in politics and education. Women on 
Campus, says Bernice Sandler, "does a good 
deal both to document the formidable obstacles 
that women on campus still face and to identify 
some of the progress that is being made to elim-
inate sex discrimination." The New York 
Times' Fred Hechinger calls it "an indispens-
able guide." 
Women on Campus is now available in hand-
some bound hardcover at $7.95 each, or in pa-
perback edition at $3.50, if payment accompa-
nies order; $4.50 if billing is preferred. Special 
bulk discounts for class use are available. 
Address orders to Deanna Maneker, Women's 
Services, Change Magazine, NBW Tower, New 
Rochelle, N.Y. 10801. 
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